Purpose -Aims to provide new evidence about gender differentials in domestic work time, market work time and total work time, that updates the evidence provided by Jenkins and O'Leary in 1997 and Layte in 1999 using UK time-budget surveys. Design/methodology/approach -Investigates gender differentials in work times using the British Household Panel survey (BHPS). The BHPS is a nationally representative longitudinal data set consisting of some 5,500 households (and 10,000 individuals) first interviewed in the autumn of 1991 and followed and re-interviewed every year subsequently. Findings -The picture that emerges from the BHPS data is a rather "traditional" and well-known one. On average, women (be them married or single) work more at home and less in the labour market than men. The comforting side of this pessimistic conclusion, is that the trends in domestic and paid work time over the 1990s show a narrowing in the gender differentials, thanks mainly to the changing behaviour of women and not of men. Originality/value -An important message that seems to emerge is that women are far more flexible than men. That is, men hardly react or change their behaviour in front of (certain) situations that clearly affect women's time allocation decisions (e.g. presence of children, cohort effects). Finally, the paper identifies and characterises the men who do better at home in relative terms: the "new" men.
Introduction
Decisions regarding the amount of time spent on housework and the intrahousehold division of that time are important for many reasons. For instance, they affect labour market participation decisions as well as the amount of time devoted to the labour market. There is also empirical evidence on the negative effect of housework on market wages, mainly for women (Hersch and Stratton, 1994) . Equally important, the study of time allocation decisions within the household can shed light on intrahousehold roles of husbands and wives and on gender equity issues. And this is the main concern of this paper.
Previous empirical studies about the allocation of time of husbands and wives for Great Britain (and other industrialised countries) show that gender differentials in domestic and paid work time reduced up to the mid-1980s, but are still substantial. Such a positive trend for gender equality gets explained by increases in market work for women which were offset by decreases in domestic work, and decreases in market work for men which were offset by increases in domestic work Juster and Stafford, 1991) .
Did this gender equality-fostering trend continue in the 1990s? Are women still doing much more housework? Do married (cohabiting) and single individuals behave very differently? In this paper, we study the intrahousehold distribution of domestic work time in Great Britain using the British Household Panel survey (BHPS) for [1992] [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] . In doing so, we provide new evidence about gender differentials in domestic work time, market work time and total work time, that update the evidence provided by Jenkins and O'Leary (1997) and Layte (1999) using UK time budget surveys.
Our BHPS evidence has good and bad news for gender equality. The good news is that domestic and paid work time differentials are decreasing in Great Britain, albeit very slowly. The bad news is that, by the end of the 1990s, the differentials are still rather large, and that men show a much more stubborn behaviour towards housework than women. That is, they appear less sensitive to household characteristics that do affect women's work time allocation decisions.
As stated at the outset, gender equality is one of the main concerns of this paper. Most policies -as well as research -are targeted to women as opposed to men. However, our belief is that there is plenty of room for men to change; after all, recall that they are the ones who have changed the least. We would like to contribute to bridging this gap, and therefore focus our analysis on men. In particular we use multivariate analysis to find out who, in relative terms, does better at home. By identifying and characterising the "best performing" men we hope to provide new insights that help develop different gender equality policies, more demanding on men.
The paper is structured as follows: after presenting the data and their shortcomings for the analysis of the intrahousehold distribution of housework time, section 3 provides a basic description of gender differentials in housework time, paid work time and total work time in Great Britain, taking averages over the study period, 1992-1998 . We further describe the behaviour of men and women using breakdowns by gender, marital status, presence of children in the household, labour market status and birth cohort. In section 4 we analyse the trends in domestic time, labour market time and total work time by gender and marital status. In order to explain housework time and its division between wives and husbands, in section 5 we estimate three housework equations: a first one to explain the husband's share of total housework time, and another two to explain the husband's and the wife's housework time, respectively. As it will become clear below, the three equations are required if we want to obtain a full picture of the intrahousehold distribution of housework time. We also use simple regression-based shift-share analysis to decompose the trends documented in the previous section into coefficient and compositional changes. Section 6 focuses on those men who, in relative terms, do better at home (labelled "new" men). We first identify these "best performing" men and then investigate which are the factors or individual characteristics determining the probability of being one of them. Finally, the last section contains some concluding remarks together with some policy implications. IJM 26,3 266 2. The BHPS data To investigate gender differentials in work times we use the BHPS. The BHPS is a nationally representative longitudinal data set consisting of some 5,500 households (and 10,000 individuals) first interviewed in the autumn of 1991 and followed and re-interviewed every year subsequently [1] . Work time allocation analyses are often done using time budget surveys. These usually provide very detailed information on the use people make of their time, but often lack information on socioeconomic variables needed to understand time allocation decisions, such as education or wage rates [2] .
The BHPS being a very rich data set, overcomes the information shortcomings of time budget surveys, and has many other advantages. For the purpose of our analyses, perhaps the most relevant features of the BHPS are that, for one thing, it allows the researcher to match the different individuals that belong to the same household. This feature permits to find out whether the characteristics of one spouse, say the education level, has any effect on the time allocation decisions of the other spouse. Additionally, the panel structure of the data and the time length of the survey are required if one wants to take due account of unobserved heterogeneity and for a proper assessment of trends, respectively. Therefore, the BHPS is specially suitable for the analysis of work time allocation decisions and of the intrahousehold distribution of housework and labour market time. The main drawback of the BHPS is that it does not provide information on the amount of time individuals spend on child caring and rearing. Thus, our definition of housework time only considers the amount of time individuals spend doing household chores.
Our sample starts in the second wave (i.e. 1992) because in its first wave the BHPS did not collect information on housework time; and includes only working age adults, that is, men and women aged 20 to 59 years.
Work time and gender differentials over the 1990s
This section provides a description of gender differentials in housework time, paid work time and total work time in Great Britain over the period [1992] [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] , by pooling the data and taking averages over the whole period.
The main argument usually used in the economics literature to explain the division of housework time between wives and husbands is that of an inverse relationship between the market wage of an individual and his or her time (and share) spent on housework. Two different approaches contribute to understand such an inverse relationship.
On the one hand, the human capital theory (Becker, 1981 (Becker, , 1985 argues that the intrahousehold distribution of housework time will depend on the comparative advantage of each member of the couple in the labour market. Therefore, human capital theory does not necessarily imply an unequal distribution of housework: only when the wages of the two individuals of the couple differ we should expect one of them (the one with a lower wage) specialising in home production. Empirical evidence, however, clearly shows that this occurs most of the times, and that it is generally the wife the one earning lower wages and thus the one taking on a bigger housework share.
On the other hand, bargaining models postulate that in long-term relationships, such as a marriage, in which transaction costs are high and housework is not engaged Domestic work time and gender differentials in voluntarily, the intra-household distribution of housework is the result of a bargaining process. The bargaining power of each spouse is related to his or her market wage which gives them the possibility to purchase in the market many of the services provided by the other spouse. Since husbands typically have higher market wages than wives, they will have a stronger bargaining position which, in turn, may lead to a lower housework time share. The BHPS data corroborate the basic findings predicted by the economic theory outlined above and well documented in the existing empirical literature, most of which uses time budget surveys. First, married women spend far more time doing housework than their male partners. Overall, husbands average 5.5 hours per week on housework, while wives spend around 19 hours (see Table I ). In terms of the intrahousehold distribution of housework time, on average, husbands spend one fourth of the total time. This gender differential increases in the presence of children aged less than five years. The housework time of wives increases by over four hours when children are present, whereas the impact on husband's time is negligible. That is, on average wives alone bear the full burden of children [3] .
The second well known fact (that is corroborated by our BHPS data) is that the situation in the labour market is the opposite to that we have described at home: married men spend many more hours in paid work than their wives. As shown in Table II , on average, married men spend 45 hours per week on paid work whereas married women work two thirds of that time. Once again, the presence of children under five years affects mostly the labour market hours of the married women. They work in paid jobs six hours less than married women without children aged less than five years. As a result of these two very different patterns at home and at the workplace, married men and women end up working almost the same amount of hours per week. More precisely, married men work three hours more per week than married women, which in terms of the intrahousehold distribution of total work time means that the husband's share of total work time is 52 per cent, but see on for a different insight about these averages. This share increases two points with the presence of children under five in the household due to the decrease in paid work time of married women (see Table III ). Single individuals spend less time doing housework than married ones (see Table I ). Such a reduction is not very pronounced for men but substantial for women; they do ten hours less of housework. Therefore, gender differences on housework time persist for single individuals, albeit to a smaller extent. Single women spend twice (and no thrice) the amount of time single men do. The presence of children aged less than five years increases (doubles) women's housework time but reduces (to half) the housework time of men; possibly the latter buy out domestic services in the market.
In the labour market single females also work less time than single men. Although the differences are not as large as for married people, there still is a significant six-hour difference between single men and single women (see Table II ). Such a smaller gender differential results from a reduction (of three hours per week) of single men relative to married men, and from a relatively big increase (of six hours per week) of single women as compared to married ones. In the presence of children aged less than five, the paid work time of single women decreases by six hours (but they still work more than married women with children) and, most surprisingly, the paid work time of single men increases by four hours (i.e. both single and married men with children spend the same amount of time in paid work). Table IV shows that the intrahousehold distribution of housework time among married individuals varies with the labour market status of the two spouses, as one would expect. The share of overall housework time increases as the time in paid work decreases and as the spouse's time in paid work increases. For instance, the husband's share is smallest when he works full time and his wife is inactive, and it is greatest in the opposite case: when he is inactive and his wife is in full time work. Only in the latter situation total housework time is evenly distributed among the two spouses. When both spouses are in a full-time job the husband spends only one third of total housework time, and when the wife is inactive this share drops by half.
The labour market status has a similar incidence on the housework behaviour of single individuals. That is, the bigger their labour market commitment the lesser the time spent on housework. For single people the gender differences still exist but they are much smaller. Single men in full-time jobs do, on average, two hours less of paid work per week than married ones, whereas single women holding a full-time job work almost an hour more than their married counterparts. Finally, single people working part-time spend the same amount of time doing paid work (around 17.5 hours per week).
For total work hours, our breakdown by gender and labour market status reveals some interesting information for married individuals (see Table VI ). Our earlier conclusion that, on average, men spend more time doing total work than women do is entirely due to a compositional effect, i.e. the percentage of men and women working Britain 1992 Britain -1998 Domestic work time and gender differentials full-time, part-time and being inactive, rather than to the behaviour of both genders when doing the same type of job. Table VI clearly shows that the total work time for full-time female workers is higher than that for full-time male workers, and that the same is true for part-time workers. That is, conditional on labour market status, women spend more time doing total work than men. This is especially so for part-time workers, where the women-to-men ratio is 1.5. For single people, the situation is very much the same as that for married people, but in this case full-time female workers spend less time (96 per cent) in total work than full-time male workers do. Table VII shows the distribution of housework time by cohorts and thus helps to gain a first insight into whether there has been any generational effect towards equalisation of the housework burden [4] . We have partitioned the sample into four ten-year cohorts, the youngest one comprising those individuals aged less than 30 years at wave 1 (1991) and the oldest one comprising the individuals aged 50 to 59 years at wave 1. The husband's shares (and the women/men ratios) show a positive cohort effect on the intrahousehold distribution of housework time. The youngest cohort averages 29 per cent of total time whereas the contribution of husbands belonging to the oldest working cohort (born between 1932 and 1941) is 8 points lower. Who is responsible for the better intrahousehold distribution of housework time for younger cohorts? The husbands have hardly changed the amount of time spent on housework, and thence, it is the younger wives who, by reducing their housework time, have induced a better distribution of total time within the household.
The distribution of paid work hours by cohort and labour market status does not change much, neither for men nor for women. Notwithstanding that, the husband's share show again that the intrahousehold distribution of paid work time is more equal amongst younger cohorts than amongst older ones, both for full-and part-time jobs (see Table VIII ).
Overall then, for total work time only the youngest cohort behaves a bit differently from the rest: the gender differentials are a bit lower than for the other cohorts (see Table IX ).
Younger single individuals, do also spend less time on housework than older ones (see Table X ). The youngest cohort spends a bit less than half the time spent by the oldest cohort. However, in this case, men and women of all cohorts have reduced the housework time by the same factor, so that for all cohorts men spend around 55 per cent of the time women spend on housework. Gender differentials are smaller for single people than for married ones (for both types of job and for every cohort). Despite this, there is no clear generational effect.
How does the above evidence for the 1990s compare to previous empirical evidence for the UK? To the best of my knowledge, previous evidence for the UK draws on Time Budget Surveys, which implies that any comparison should be taken with extreme caution [5] . Jenkins and O'Leary (1997) find that gender differentials in paid work and housework time fell substantially from the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s, amongst both married people and amongst single people. Our BHPS evidence suggests that this gender-equalising trend continued over the 1990s for paid work, but experienced a halt (and possibly a change) for domestic work. In 1987 married women spent three times as much time in housework as married men did, whereas our BHPS evidence indicates that over the 1990s, on average, that differential increased to 3.5 [6] . For single people, the gender differential does not change: single women worked twice as many hours at home as single men did in both 1987 and the 1990s. As far as paid work time is concerned, married men work twice as much as women did in 1987, but only one and a Great Britain 1992 -1998 Domestic work time and gender differentials half times as much over the 1990s. In the next section we analyse in more detail the evolution of gender differentials during the 1990s.
Trends in work time and gender differentials
How do (domestic and paid) work time allocations and gender differentials change over the 1990s for married and single people? As we explain below, (married) women are far more dynamic than men, and gender differentials in domestic and paid work time fall over the 1990s because of reductions and increases in domestic and paid work time for women, respectively (see Tables XI and XII) . For men, housework hours and paid work time remain rather constant over the 1990s (see Table XIII ). However, for women total work time decreased monotonically over this period reflecting a reduction in housework hours that outweighs an increase in paid work time.
These trends for men and women differ by marital status. Married men changed their behaviour very little over the 1990s, spending the same amount of time both in housework and paid work at the beginning and the end of the decade. Single men, however, reduced their working time in the household (by 0.7 hours/week) and increased their paid work time by nearly one hour per week. Amongst women, both married and singles, there was a substantial decrease in housework time -more pronounced for married ones -which was much larger than the small increase in paid work time for married women and the insignificant decrease in paid work time for single women.
Gender differentials in total work time increased both for married and single people (see Table XIV ). Married women worked 96 per cent of the total hours married men did in 1992 but only 93 per cent in 1998, whereas single women worked 94 per cent and 90 per cent for the same two years. The overall trend, however conceals important differences between paid and unpaid work. Gender differentials fell substantially amongst married people for housework -although the differences that still remain are considerable -and only marginally for paid work (see Table XV [1992] [1993] [1994] [1995] [1996] [1997] [1998] Domestic work time and gender differentials people however, the gender differences fell a bit (0.25 per cent) for housework and increased three points (from 0.87 to 0.84) for paid work. These trends indicate some move away from the traditional roles in the household, but the levels remind us about the long way still to go. At the same time, there is evidence about how little the labour market changed over the 1990s.
Division of housework time between wives and husbands
To investigate which factors explain housework time and its division between wives and husbands we estimate three housework equations: a first one to explain the husband's share of total housework time, and another two to explain the husband's and Thus, the three equations are required to obtain a full picture of the intrahousehold distribution of housework time.
Our empirical specification includes a set of variables comprising the main factors that, according to the literature, should determine housework time and a set of control variables. As pointed out above, we expect an inverse relation between the husband's share of household labour income and his time (and share of time) on housework. We also expect a negative relation between own labour market time and own housework time, and a positive relation between own housework time and spouse's labour market hours.
We control for the education level of both spouses. Education affects earning opportunities and therefore the bargaining power of each spouse as well as their comparative advantage in housework versus market work. Moreover, education is often seen as a proxy for attitudes on gender equality (Hersch and Stratton, 1994) , but see below for more on this. Hence, we expect a positive relation between education and housework time and possibly an inverse relation between spouse's education and own housework time.
Even though our definition of housework does not include time spent on child caring and rearing, as long as one of the spouses (usually the women) has a comparative advantage in child raising, the number and age of children are also likely to have an incidence on housework time. In our specification this effect is captured by two variables, the number of children under 16 years and the presence of children aged under five. We expect a positive relation between either of these two variables and the housework time of wives, and a negative (or null) relation between these children variables and the housework time (and share) of husbands.
Cohort dummies capture generational effects or changing social norms. If it is true that younger cohorts enjoy a more equal division of housework time, we should expect a negative relation between the birth cohort and the husband's household share.
Table XVI presents the random effects panel regression results for the three equations. The random effects estimates control for unobserved individual-specific characteristics on housework time (and share). The share equation indicates that the husband's share of housework time is significantly lower when he contributes a greater share of labour income. Moreover, the housework time equations for the husband and wife clearly indicate that the lower husband's share is due to both a decrease in the amount of the husband's time and an increase in his wife's. However, the level of combined (total) labour income of the household does not have any effect neither on the husband's share nor on the housework time of either spouse.
The inverse relation between the husband's share of labour market time and his share of housework time predicted by the economic theory is corroborated empirically. As the two housework time equations show, own housework time is negatively related to own paid work time (the effect being bigger for wives than for husbands) and positively related to the spouse's labour market time. This conclusion could be misleading if labour market hours were and endogenous variable. However, as discussed in Jenkins and O'Leary (1995) , when modelling housework time allocation, Domestic work time and gender differentials "the case for using paid work time as a regressor is not strong unless market hours are constrained in some way". Using also BHPS data, Bryan (2002) shows that market hours are indeed constrained for a significant group of (manual male) workers. The education dummies show that the higher the education level of either spouse the greater the husband's share of housework time. The husband's housework time, however, is unaffected by the education level of either spouse, whereas the wife's housework time increases as the education level of either spouse decreases. Thus, the greater housework share done by husbands in households in which either spouse has higher levels of education is due to the lesser housework time spent by the wife, not because he does more. The number of children in the household has a small but negative effect on the husband's share. Both spouses increase their housework time but wives do it proportionally more than their husbands. The presence of small children (aged under five), however, does not exert a statistically significant effect on the husband's share. It increases the housework time for the wife (her husband's remains unaffected) but not enough as to decrease the husband's share. Our (incomplete) definition of housework time certainly affects the null impact that the presence of small children has on the division of household labour time.
Unsurprisingly, the cohort dummies show an important generational effect on the intrahousehold distribution of housework time which is entirely due to the changing behaviour of wives (and not husbands) across cohorts. Younger wives spend less time on housework while husbands do not change their housework behaviour: sons spend as much time doing housework as their fathers do. Thus, the husband's share of housework time is smaller for older cohorts.
The job or employment related characteristics do not have a big effect on the husband's share. Only the economic sector appears to matter: husbands working either in the secondary (industry) or tertiary (services) sectors have a greater share than those working in agriculture. As the housework time equations for husbands and wives indicate this effect is mainly driven by the significantly lower housework time spent by wives working in the non-agriculture sectors. In spite of the statistically insignificant effect of other job-related variables such as the type of occupation (white or blue collar), whether self-employed or employee, and the type of contract (standard or non-standard), it is important to note that they are important to explain wives' housework time. Thus, on average, wives with a blue-collar occupation, in self-employment or holding a non-standard contract tend to increase their housework time. This seems to indicate that wives take advantage of the higher flexibility enjoyed in the labour market to increase their time on housework, whereas men are rather unresponsive to those situations.
The last two columns of Table XVI present the results for single men and women, respectively. From an economic point of view, the gender of single individuals should not play any role in determining their housework time. The data, however, tell a very different story. As we pointed out above the housework time of single women is much larger than that for men. Moreover, the estimates shown in Table XVI clearly suggest that the economic variables do not have the same incidence on men's housework time than on women's.
To start with, paid work time has a negative effect on women's housework but none on men's. As far as education is concerned, only singles with very low education qualifications behave differently. However, the effect has the opposite sign for men and for women. Women with no formal qualifications spend far more time doing housework than women with some qualifications, whereas for men, lower qualifications imply less time on housework. Children (both the number and the presence of children under five) have a large and positive effect on women's housework Domestic work time and gender differentials time, but a negative and statistically insignificant effect for men's. Finally, cohort effects are present for both genders but they are much larger for women than for men.
Accounting for the changes in housework time
In order to unravel some of the changes that might explain the trends in housework time and in the husband's share of housework time presented in section 4, next we decompose these trends into changes in the relationship between individual characteristics and housework time (coefficient changes) and changes in the distribution of characteristics in the population (compositional changes), using simple regression-based shift-share analysis. Let us suppose that housework time for individual i at time t, H it , can be modelled as:
Where b t is a vector of regression coefficients and X it is a vector of regressors. The parameter estimates of this model can be then used to decompose the change in average housework time as follows:
where a bar over a variable indicates a mean value,bare the coefficient estimates from equation (1),
The first term in equation (2) corresponds to the coefficient changes whereas the second one is the compositional changes.
Since trends are rather monotonic over the sample period we analyse the change in housework time and in the husband's share using the first and last sample years (i.e. 1992 and 1998). Table XVII displays the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates of equation (1) and Table XVIII shows the results of the shift-share analysis for l ¼ 1 [7] . Conclusions from the l ¼ 0 case are very similar to those obtained from the l ¼ 1 case.
As shown in the first row of Table XVIII , both married and single women experienced much larger decreases in housework time than married and single men did [8] . Moreover, as explained below, such reductions in housework time are accounted for mainly by changes in group characteristics (and not by changes in the relationship between those characteristics and housework time) for all groups but one: married men.
The tiny decrease in housework time experience by husbands is accounted for by the coefficient changes (see last panel in Table XVIII) . Table XVII reveals which were the most important changes in relationships between characteristics and housework time: a reduction in housework by all education groups relative to those with a higher degree (the reference group), a reduction by husbands with children (the coefficient becomes less positive), a reduction by blue-collar workers relative to white-collar ones, and a larger (and negative) paid work time gradient. These effects outweigh those of the compositional changes shown in Table XIX , notably increases in the proportion of younger cohorts and in the proportion of husbands and wives with higher education levels, the small decline in the average number of children together with an increase in the proportion of small children, decrease of blue-collar workers and increases in average paid work time of both partners and in the combined labour income. The larger reduction in housework time for married women (2.78 hours per week), however is accounted for mainly by compositional changes. Table XIX shows that the most important compositional changes are very similar to those for married men. Coefficient changes only account for about one third of total change in housework time.
As a result of these changes for married men and married women, the husband's share of housework time increases two points. As for married women, Table XVIII shows that this moderate increase is accounted for entirely by compositional changes (as expected, since the increase in husband's share is mostly due to the reduction in housework time by married women).
Single men also experienced a very small decrease in housework time. Coefficient changes alone increased housework time, the most important ones being changes in the behaviour by cohort, increases in housework time by all education groups relative to the most qualified one, and by workers holding non-standard contracts relative to those with permanent contracts. However, these were more than offset by the impact of changing characteristics of this group, such as the relative increases in the proportion Notes: H, husband; W, wife; HS, husband's share; SM, single men; SW, single women.. Reference categories refer to individuals born after 1961, holding a higher degree, with no children under five, living in the south, working in the agriculture sector, white-collar, employee holding a permanent contract, and whose wife also has a higher degree Table XVIII . of single men born after 1961, of individuals with education levels higher than A levels, and of blue-collar workers. The larger decrease in housework time experienced by single women is accounted for mostly by compositional changes. The most important changes in the characteristics of single women were: the relative increases in the proportion of single women born after 1961, of those with education levels higher than A levels, of those living in the south, of those working in the service sector, and of those in white-collar occupations.
Domestic work time and gender differentials

"New" men: what do they look like?
In this section we first identify the "new" men and then characterise them. "New" men are defined in relative terms as those having a larger contribution in housework time. That is, we are mainly interested in men whose relative contribution (i.e. share) to domestic work is larger, and not so much in those spending more time doing housework than the rest of men, irrespective of their wives' contribution [9] . Hence, for each year, we define the "new men", as those men whose cumulative proportion of total housework share is bigger than a given threshold (80 per cent in our case). In order to identify them, we first order the men by magnitude of their housework share and then accumulate the proportion of housework shares. Finally, the "new" men are the ones whose cumulative proportion of housework share belongs to the top 20 per cent. The remaining men will be called "traditional" men [10] .
Arguably, this definition is as arbitrary as any other one we could have employed. Notwithstanding that, it serves our purposes in that, for one thing, it splits the sample of men into those who, in relative terms, behave better at home and those who do not contribute that much; and for the other, it ensures that the group of "new" men is large enough, i.e. in terms of sample size, as to allow for meaningful statistical analyses [11] .
At this point, three things are worth noting. First, since "new" men are identified every single period, the same individual could belong to the group of "new men" in a given period and to the "traditional" men's group in the following period. Second, the "new" men will not necessarily be those whose absolute housework contribution is the largest. And finally, given the distribution of household shares, the size of the "new" men's group is likely to be smaller than that which would result if all husbands had the same household share.
As the last column of Table XX shows, "new" men represent only about 7.5 per cent of the sample (instead of the 20 per cent that would result from an equal distribution of husband's shares). The maximum and minimum values of husband's housework time for "new" and "traditional" men also show that the "new" men are not always those who contribute more to the household in absolute terms (the behaviour of the wife is also very relevant). Instead, the "new" men are those who spend (only) a bit more than half of the total housework time (see the maximum and minimum values of husband's share for "new" and "traditional" men). On average, however, the relative contributions of "new" and "traditional" men are significantly different. "New" men contribute about two thirds of total housework time, whilst "traditional" ones only do just above one fifth. The husband's shares of the "new" men are larger than those for "traditional" men because "new" men spend more time on housework than "traditional" men, but also because of the lesser time spent by the wives of "new" men as compared to that Domestic work time and gender differentials spent by the wives of "traditional" men (see the first and third columns of the bottom two panels). Once we have identified the "new" men, we want to investigate which are the main determinants of being a "new" man and not a "traditional" one. That is, we want to find out what observable variables are most relevant in explaining the probability of being a "new" man. In order to do so, we use multivariate analysis. Given that our dependent variable is dichotomous (men are classified either as "new" or as "traditional" men), and in order to take full advantage of the longitudinal aspect of our data set, we model the probability of being a "new" man as a panel probit.
Table XXI presents the panel probit estimates. More precisely, it shows the estimated marginal effects of each variable evaluated at the sample mean (shown in the last column). As expected, the results are not too different from those of the above linear regressions. In particular, the probability of being a "new" man decreases as the husband's share of total labour income increases. The estimated marginal effect indicates that a marginal increase in the husband's share of total labour income decreases the probability of being a "new" man by 0.027. Once again it is worth noticing that the level of total labour income does not have a statistical significant effect on the probability of being a "new" man. That is, ceteris paribus, richer couples (households) do not seem to behave very differently form poorer ones. The husband's share of labour market hours -one of the variables that according to economic theory plays an important role in explaining the intrahousehold division of housework time - exerts the biggest (marginal) effect on the probability of being a "new" men. That is, the larger the husband's share of total paid labour time the lower the probability of being a "new" men. Education is once again an important factor. The probability of being a "new" men is very much affected by the education level of the wives, but not so much by their own's. The probability increases as the education level of the wife is higher. For instance, relative to men whose wives have a higher degree, men whose wives have no qualifications have a smaller probability of being a "new" man (0.013 smaller).
Children exert a negative effect on the probability of being a "new" man. Both the number of children under 16 and the presence of small children (aged less than five years) reduce the probability by 0.002 and 0.004, respectively. The above random It is also interesting to notice that among the job related variables only the type of occupation and the type of contract have a statistically significant incidence on the probability of being a "new" man. Given the nature of the EU research project, it is particularly important to highlight that having a non-standard contract (i.e. fixed-term or seasonal contract) increases the probability of being a "new" man. Blue-collar workers, on the other hand, have a higher probability of being "new" men than white-collar ones. If white-collar workers enjoy more flexible work conditions, this result, then, suggests that white-collar workers are more paid work oriented (perhaps due to their higher work responsibilities) than housework oriented, and thus take advantage of the potentially higher flexibility to do proportionally less housework. Other forms of flexible employment, such as self-employment, do not appear to have any effect on the probability.
Finally, the cohort variables also suggest the presence of a generational effect on the probability of being a "new" man. Now, however, the estimates indicate that the main differences occur between the two younger and the two older cohorts, that is, between those born before and after 1951.
All and all, which is the (ideal) individual profile that maximises the probability of being a "new" man? That is, what should we be looking for? According to our estimates we should be looking for young (born after 1951) highly educated blue-collar employees holding non-permanent contract whose labour market time and income shares are relatively low and whose wives also posses high education levels.
In order to fully appreciate the difference that some of these attributes make on the probability of being a "new" men, next we show how the probability of being a "new" men (based on our model estimates) changes when a given variable changes (and the other variables are evaluated at the sample mean). Figure 1 shows the probability of being a "new" man as a function of the husband's share of paid work time for the four birth cohorts. The probability diminishes as the husband's share of paid work time increases (this is what the negative sign of the marginal effect of Table XXI indicates), and does so at a decreasing rate. Figure 1 also shows that the effect of the cohorts is substantial and that this is much bigger for the two younger cohorts (husbands born after 1951) than for the two older ones. Finally, the effect of the cohorts on the probability is much larger for small husband's shares than for large ones. Figure 2 illustrates the negative effect of the husband's share of labour market income on the probability of being a "new" man by birth cohort. Once again it shows that the generational effect is more important for small husband's shares of labour market income than for larger shares. Figure 3 depicts the effects of wife's education levels on the probabilities that the husband is a "new" man. Those with a larger probability of being a "new" man are clearly the husbands whose wives hold a higher degree (top line). Then, we have the husbands whose wives hold either "other higher qualifications" or A levels; and finally, those whose wives have O levels, other qualifications or no qualifications have the lowest probability of being "new" men. As with the cohort effects, the effect of wife's education level on the probability is larger the smaller the husband's share of paid IJM 26,3 work time. Much of the same happens when the probabilities are shown as a function of labour market income (see Figure 4) . Figures 5 and 6 show the effects of husband's education levels on the probabilitiesas a function of the husband's share of paid work time and of the husband's share of labour market income, respectively. From the figures one would be tempted to conclude that there are three groups: a first one with the highest probability including Figure 1 . Effect of birth cohorts on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of paid work time Figure 2 . Effect of birth cohorts on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of labour market income Domestic work time and gender differentials husbands with higher education and O levels, a second one including only husbands with other qualifications, and finally, a third one with the lowest probabilities including those with other higher qualifications, A levels and no qualifications. However, in Table XXI we saw that the estimates of O levels and other qualifications are no statistically significant. Therefore, we should be speaking of only two groups: a first one with high probabilities comprising the education levels "higher degree", "O levels" and "other qualifications", and a second one with low probabilities comprising the other education levels. Effect of wife's education level on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of labour market income Figure 3 . Effect of wife's education level on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of paid work time IJM 26,3 Table XXII shows the probabilities by husband's education level and birth cohort. For a given education level the predicted probabilities fall as the cohort gets older. On the other hand, for a given cohort, this table corroborates the effects of husband's education levels on the probability of being a "new" man. Figure 7 shows the effect of holding a non-standard contract. Clearly, the probability of being a "new" man is larger if the individual holds a non-standard contract, and more so when the husband's share of paid work time is low. Figure 6 . Effect of husband's education level on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of labour market income Figure 5 . Effect of husband's education level on the predicted probability of being a "new" man over the range of husband's share of paid work time Domestic work time and gender differentials Finally, Table XXIII presents the effect children on the probability of being a "new" man. As indicated by the sign of the estimated marginal effect, the bigger the number of children younger than 16 the lower the probability of being a "new" man. Moreover, the probability is even smaller if there happens to be children aged less than five years in the household.
Cohort born Husband's education level
. 1961 1952-1961 1942-1951 1932-1941 Jenkins and O'Leary (1997) and Layte (1999) using UK time-budget surveys. The picture that emerges from the BHPS data is a rather "traditional" and well-known one. On average, women (be them married or single) work more at home and less in the labour market than men. As a result, men and women end up doing almost the same amount of total work hours. However, these average figures conceal a much richer reality that points to a less gender equal division of total work time. For instance, conditional on labour market status, average total work time is larger for women than for men.
Moreover, our results are coherent with some basic findings predicted by economic theory and well documented in the existing empirical literature (e.g. negative relation between housework and paid work time, more housework done by women but more market work done by men, lesser contribution to housework for younger women); and clearly suggest that Britain is still far away from a gender equality situation. The comforting side of this pessimistic conclusion, is that the trends in domestic and paid work time over the 1990s show a narrowing in the gender differentials, thanks mainly to the changing behaviour of women and not of men. We find that for men housework hours and paid work time remained rather constant over the 1990s. However, for women total work time decreased monotonically over this period reflecting a reduction in housework hours that outweighs an increase in paid work time.
An important message that seems to emerge (even from a simple first glance at the data) is that women are far more flexible than men. That is, men hardly react or change their behaviour in front of (certain) situations that clearly affect women's time allocation decisions. For instance, the housework time of women increases when children are present in the household whereas the impact of children on the husband's time is negligible. Much the same way, younger wives do much less housework than their older counterpart. Younger men, however, spend much the same amount of time on housework as their father's generation.
All and all then, the housework time of husbands depends mainly on their own amount of time in the labour market, the paid work time done by their wives and their relative contribution to total labour income.
Given this situation, who are the "new" men? That is, who are the men that show a higher contribution to housework time, relative to their wives'? Our results suggest that we should be looking for a rather peculiar profile: young (born after 1951) highly educated blue-collar employees holding non-permanent contract whose labour market time and income shares are relatively low and whose wives also posses high education levels.
In other words, we have found out that certain characteristics increase the probability of being a "new" man. As one would expect, the labour market time and income shares are important determinant factors. In particular, both shares have a negative relation to the probability of being a "new" man. Education is another important factor that, in this case, has a positive effect on the probability. The education level of the husband, however, is not as important as that of the wife in determining the probability of being a "new" man. This is because better-educated wives spend less time doing housework, and not because their husbands spend more Domestic work time and gender differentials time on housework. We have also shown that men belonging to younger birth cohorts contribute more at home in relative terms, which suggests the existence of some generational effect. Finally, there are two job-related characteristics that also help explain the probability of being a "new" man. The most important one is the type of contract of the husband. We have found that non-standard contracts, that is, fixed-term or seasonal contracts, have a positive effect on the probability. Thus, new forms of work may help fostering greater gender equality.
